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This study explores the extent to which a social pedagogic perspective is evident in the views of bullying in schools held by a sample of university students in England, Greece and Norway studying in the area of the education, care and welfare of children. A total of 469 university students completed a questionnaire in which they were asked to rate their strength of agreement with thirty statements concerning bullying in schools. Twelve of these statements specifically explored adopting a social pedagogic perspective. There was a general consensus amongst the respondents in all three countries that bullying is a major problem in schools and that schools are not tackling bullying adequately. The replies also indicate that many respondents reported views that align with a social pedagogic perspective. Differences between students within each country and between countries are in part a reflection of polarised views about how best to tackle bullying. 











Bullying in schools is still widespread throughout Europe, despite a number of major anti-bullying initiatives that have taken place (Hutchings and Clarkson, 2015; Olweus, 2014; Smith, 2014). Research on bullying in schools (e.g. Lines, 2008; Farrington and Ttofi, 2009; Rigby, 2012) has provided a secure evidence base concerning our understanding of the nature of bullying, the factors which give rise to bullying, the processes which underpin the likelihood of becoming a bully or a victim, and the aspects of the school setting which can serve to increase or reduce bullying. The increase in cyberbullying evident in recent years has served to highlight the complex challenges facing efforts to reduce bullying in schools (Kyriacou and Zuin, 2014; Waasdorp and Bradshaw, 2015). 
     The three co-researchers who conducted the present study have a common interest in whether a social pedagogic approach can help turn around a serious and persistent bully, and encourage bystanders to intervene positively. The co-researchers have conducted research and written extensively on both social pedagogy (e.g. Kyriacou 2013, 2015; Mylonakou-Keke, 2003, 2013; Stephens, 2012, 2013) and bullying (e.g. Kyriacou, 2003; Mylonakou-Keke, 2003, 2014, 2015; Stephens, 2011). The co-researchers are based in England, Greece and Norway, which thereby enables the research to include a comparative aspect that can take account of cultural differences and the educational policy and practice context of the three respective national settings for the research.

A social pedagogic perspective on bullying
In essence social pedagogic practice can be defined, within the context of this study, as an enduring relationship between the child and a social pedagogue designed to foster the welfare, care, education, and socialisation of the child in a range of settings. These include working with individual children on a one-to-one basis and with groups of children in a school or an out-of-school location to promote children’s prosocial behaviour.  
     Prosocial behaviour refers to taking positive action which helps, supports and benefits another person, based on the individual’s moral values without any desire for personal gain.  The development of prosocial behaviour is particularly important regarding bullying, as such a disposition both inhibits the person from bullying others and encourages the person, when in the role of a bystander, to intervene by supporting the victim (Kollerováa et al., 2014; Wardle et al., 2011).
     Most social pedagogues working with children in the area of education, care and welfare will have received some education and training in the principles and practices that underpin social pedagogy. This involves a focus on how to take on the role of being a caring and trusted adult with a child or adult for whom such a relationship is needed in order to help them deal with their life circumstances. Social pedagogy aims to foster personal and social progress and wellbeing across a broad range of settings and across the life course (Kornbeck and Rosendal Jensen, 2011).   
     The majority of social pedagogues in Northern Europe can be found dealing with vulnerable and troubled children, and in particular looked-after children in residential care settings (Berridge et al., 2011; Cameron and Moss, 2011).  This is much less the case in Southern Europe, where social pedagogues are more involved in a broad range of personal and social education activities. This includes working with individuals and with small groups across the lifespan, to help those who are struggling to cope with life challenges, including challenges generated by social, cultural, economic and technological changes (Carreras, 2007; Mylonakou-Keke, 2003; Tramma, 2010). 
     Throughout Europe, increasing importance is attached to strengthening the social pedagogic role of the school, via the connections that the school can utilise with the family and the wider community, to tackle personal problems faced not only by children but also by adults (Mylonakou-Keke, 2013). In this sense, a key aspect of the social pedagogue’s task is to develop, strengthen and empower the capacity of both individuals and groups to help and support each other. Such work includes addressing a range of adverse circumstances, such as sexual abuse, drug addiction, criminal activity, and running away from home. Social pedagogues are also found working in alternative educational provision for children who have been excluded from schools and in the youth justice system (Kyriacou, 2015). 
     Chavaudra et al. (2014) have described how an increasing range of professionals, including social workers, educational psychologists, family care workers, and schoolteachers, are now incorporating social pedagogy into their work with vulnerable and troubled children. Whilst there are some who have argued for social pedagogues in the UK to be recognised as a separate professional group, the model that appears to be emerging is one in which the person acting as a social pedagogue typically has another professional title, or indeed may be a charity-based volunteer with no professional education, care or welfare qualification. As such, social pedagogy in schools, particularly within the context of preventative and interventionist action involving bullying, is most likely to involve schoolteachers, teaching assistants, learning mentors, support staff, and school counsellors. However, in cases of serious and persistent bullies or in cases of victims who are in clear distress, outside professional agencies are likely to become involved if they are not already for other reasons (such as truancy or criminal activities).
     What separates the approach of social pedagogues from other approaches is a greater emphasis on: (i) empowering the child to adopt socially acceptable ways of dealing with the problems and challenges they face in their lives; (ii) developing the child’s social, emotional and communication skills; and (iii) seeking to address, where appropriate, ways in which the child’s circumstances can be changed for the better (Kyriacou, 2013; Mylonakou-Keke, 2013). In other words, the social pedagogic approach focuses on both the individual, and the individual’s social context. For example, in the case of bullying, the social pedagogue will not only focus on the role of bullies and victims, but also on contextual changes (e.g., heightened visibility of teachers in hot spot areas , such as bicycle sheds) that make it much more difficult for bullies to operate in the way they would like to. In addition to improved responsible-adult surveillance in such areas, encouraging bystanders to help victims whilst minimising the risk of getting hurt themselves, bolstering self-efficacy among potential victims, and fostering pupils’ capacity to adopt socially approved behaviours, are also important. Furthermore, social pedagogues will also pay attention to changing social circumstances, including at home, that can enhance supportive social scaffolding.
     Although much has been written about the practice of social pedagogy in addressing the needs of vulnerable and troubled pupils (Cameron and Moss, 2011; Kornbeck and Rosendal Jensen, 2011), little research appears to have been reported on how social pedagogy can provide developmental spaces (pedagogic and spatial) that make it easier for bullies to reform, and passive bystanders to intervene appropriately and positively.  Mentoring schemes that might benefit vulnerable and troubled pupils, and help turn around persistent bullies, include: clear directives to the bully that are nevertheless not overly commanding; the befriending and empowering of insecure children; and the readiness of passive bystanders to lend support to potential victims (Dolan and Brady, 2012; Hutchinson, 2012; Lund et al., 2012; Myers and Cowie, 2013).  Some researchers (e.g. Elamé, 2013) have pointed to the way in which social pedagogy is ideally positioned to deal with bullying by addressing the bully’s view of the social world and helping bullies to reconfigure their view about others. 
     Stephens (2013), in his analysis of the role that social pedagogy can play in preventing and responding effectively to bullying, emphasises the need to bolster prosocial thinking amongst all pupils (including bullies) and empathy towards the victims of bullying. Stephens notes that a number of anti-bullying programmes emphasise the importance of promoting prosocial bystander behaviour, and that one of the challenges for social pedagogy is to enable bystanders to appreciate the collective efficacy of protective bystanders acting together.  Stephens also highlights the role that kindness plays in underpinning social pedagogic values, and argues that the nurturing of compassion in individuals and in the wider society could do much to reduce bullying. 
     Mylonakou-Keke (2013, 2014, 2015) proposes a social pedagogic systemic model, where she argues that tackling and preventing bullying can be effectively achieved by positively redefining personal perceptions that deal with diversity (‘otherness’) and by expanding and building up respectful communication and other social skills, so that as many people as possible who are involved in preventing bullying are ‘syneducated’ (synergy+education); this means that people of different ages, knowledge, experiences and interests, across school, family and community contexts, are educated and function together in an interactive and collaborative learning environment, in which all both “teach” and “are taught”. This can create a powerful and consistent communications network/organisation (Senge, 2006) which is capable of learning (as a system made up of individuals involved interactively in the network) how to deal effectively with and prevent bullying in the school.
     The overall aim of this model is to prevent bullying, aggression, violence, exclusion and victimization in the school community, through the consolidation and utilisation of social pedagogic values, principles and beliefs (the social pedagogic ethos). This will be reflected in behaviour patterns, and will lead to a systemic transformation of the ethos and general culture of all the involved systems, that is, the school, the family, the wider school environment, the neighbourhood and the community. 
     The main objectives of a systemic social pedagogic model are to:  (a) embrace otherness through positive interaction, cooperation and mutuality; (b) foster the uniqueness and dignity of all persons, by bolstering self-respect, self-esteem, self-control, self-efficacy, empathy,  respect for the dignity of the other and generally, by broadening and strengthening, emotional, communication and social skills; and (c) systematically promote social pedagogic values that resolutely prevent and respond to bullying, and foster social norms that eschew,  prevent and tackle negative behavioural tendencies towards others. 
     For a social pedagogic systemic model to succeed, it needs to rally collective loyalty both within and outside the school in pursuit of a human rights (and thereby, anti-bullying) agenda. This recalls Natorp’s (1904) social pedagogic goal of forging individual wilfulness into collective responsibility. In that social pedagogic endeavour, caring for the other is a paramount virtue. Applied to the phenomenon of bullying in particular, the message is clear. Bullying is an abuse of the other’s human right to be treated with dignity: social pedagogic work is obliged to protect and honour this entitlement.
     In order to increase the likelihood that pedagogic professions (in the widest sense) keep faith with the principle of respecting the other, it is crucial that the educators of social pedagogues, wherever they do their work, make every effort to educate professionals whose views and practices embrace social pedagogic values. If these educators are able to achieve this goal, the demise and even the eradication of bullying will become a more credible mission. 

Main aim of the study and research questions
The main aim of this study is to consider the extent to which a social pedagogic perspective is evident in the views of bullying held by a sample of university students in England, Greece and Norway, who are studying in the area of the education, care and welfare of children. 
     In addressing this aim, a questionnaire was designed to identify how university students position themselves regarding bullying in schools, and specifically whether their views reflect a social pedagogic stance regarding particular issues, such as, whether a persistent bullying habitus can be positively changed and whether it is a feasible goal to turn passive bystanders into active helpers of the victim. 
     This study addresses five research questions:
1.	What views do students hold regarding bullying in schools?
1.	More specifically, how do the students view the bully and bystanders?
1.	What do students think the role of the school should be with regards to bullying?
1.	To what extent do the views expressed reflect a social pedagogic stance towards bullying?
1.	To what extent are there differences in the views expressed between the three national settings?
     The study takes account of social pedagogic theory (e.g. Kyriacou, 2015; Mylonakou-Keke, 2013; Stephens, 2013) and conceptions of bullying (e.g. Rigby, 2012; Smith, 2014) that highlight the importance of prosocial behaviour. Prosocial behaviour by an individual can enhance and be enhanced by the prosocial behaviour of others, and thereby contribute to a collective rejection of bullying.




Following an extensive review of the relevant literature and exploratory research, a questionnaire was developed which focused on four aspects of bullying in schools: bullies, victims, bystanders, and reducing bullying. A number of the questionnaire statements dealt with issues that are particularly pertinent to holding views which are in line with the adoption of a social pedagogic approach to reducing bullying. The questionnaire began with the following introduction. 
     This questionnaire is about your opinions on bullying in schools. There are no right or wrong answers. We are interested in your honest opinions. In the context of schools, bullying can be defined as persistent aggressive, intimidating, abusive, denigrating or hurtful behaviour by one pupil (or a group of pupils) towards another pupil. Your replies are for research purposes and will be kept anonymous. Many thanks.
     The first two items asked the students to indicate their sex and age. The students were then asked to express the extent of their agreement with each of 30 statements about bullying in schools using a five point Likert scale labelled strongly agree, mildly agree, not sure, mildly disagree, strongly disagree. 
    Twelve items in the questionnaire indicate a social pedagogic perspective towards bullying. Strongly agreeing with ten of these items and not strongly agreeing with the remaining two of these items was taken to be indicative of a social pedagogic perspective. These were:
strongly agreeing with the following ten items:
•   Bullies need help and understanding (item 9). 
•   Schools can reduce bullying by having a good social education 
     programme (item 14).
•   Victims need help and understanding (item 15).
•   Bullies need to be helped by a trusted adult (item 16).
•   Schools should involve parents in dealing with cases of bullying (item 17).
•   Victims need to be helped by a trusted adult (item 19).
•   Schools can reduce bullying by creating a positive caring climate in
     the school (item 24).
•   Bullies would benefit from being mentored by a caring adult (item 25).
•   Schools should encourage passive bystanders to intervene when bullying
     occurs (item 27).
•   Bullying must be seen as an issue for all staff and pupils in the school
     (item 29).
And, not strongly agreeing with the following two items:
•   The best way to deal with bullying is to punish the victim (item 11). 
•   Trying to help a bully to stop bullying is a futile waste of time (item 22).
     The authors produced three versions of the questionnaire in the following languages: English, Greek and Norwegian. Students at a university in England, Greece and Norway, completed the questionnaire in the appropriate language version respectively. At the time, all the respondents were undergoing pre-professional education and training in the area of the education, care and welfare of children. 
     A sample of university students in each of the three national settings for this study completed the questionnaire at the beginning of a teaching session, in accordance with research ethics approval concerning the procedures for their participation and consent.  The total number of respondents from each setting was England 118, Greece 272 and Norway 79. The vast majority of students were female (81.9%) and aged 25 years or less (87.0%). 25.4% of the students were in the first year of their university programme, 20.9% in year 2, and 53.7% in year 3).




Table 1 shows the percentage of students who strongly agreed with an item for each of the three National samples (England, Greece and Norway). It can be seen that in all three countries, there is a general consensus that bullying is a major problem in schools (item 1: England 20.3%, Greece 80.1%, Norway 59.5%) and that schools are not tackling bullying adequately (item 28: England 2.5%, Greece 1.8%, Norway 9.0%). This is in line with recent research, despite the considerable attention that has been paid to tackling bullying in schools (Olweus, 2014). 
     Part of the explanation for the high level of concern about bullying reported here may well be a reflection of widely publicised reporting of cyberbullying in schools. Indeed, a pervasive concern about cyberbullying now seems to be attracting more attention than traditional face-to-face bullying (Kyriacou and Zuin, 2014).

The bully
Many students in all three national settings strongly agree that anyone can become a bully (item 6: England 39.8%, Greece 36.8%, Norway 35.9%) and that there is a need to help and understand bullies (item 9: England 20.3%, Greece 57.3%, Norway 48.1%). It is interesting to note that few students viewed bullying as a natural part of growing up (item 3: England 0%, Greece 0%, Norway 1.3%). This seems surprising given the extent of bullying, and perhaps it indicates that the students think that bullying is predominantly the result of specific but unfortunate contextual circumstances. Some students strongly agreed that bullies would benefit from being mentored by a caring adult (item 25: England 24.6%, Greece 54.0%, Norway 45.6%) and can change their behaviour with the right help (item 18: England 20.3%, Greece 66.5%, Norway 7.6%).
     Some students also strongly agree that bullies have often been victims themselves (item 30: England 16.1%, Greece 7.0%, Norway 13.9%) and often become bullies as adults (item 26: England 10.2%, Greece 21.3%, Norway 3.8%), although Olweus (2014) has noted that the prevalence of bullies who are also victims is still unclear, as is the proportion of bullies in school who go on to become bullies in adult life. 
     In considering these findings, we need to be aware of a useful distinction between serious and persistent bullies, and occasional bullies. Serious and persistent bullies are often the ring-leaders in instigating acts of bullying, whilst other bullies often become engaged in occasional acts of minor bullying as followers of a ring-leader (Farrington and Ttofi, 2009; Rigby, 2012). There is evidence that serious and persistent bullies are characterised by an emotional coldness and lack of empathy towards the victim (Farrington and Ttofi, 2009; Rigby, 2012). In the present study, students were not asked to distinguish between serious and persistent bullies and occasional bullies, so their views reflect a composite view of bullies. It would be interesting to explore whether students’ views regarding serious and persistent bullies differ from those regarding occasional bullies.

The victim
Many students in all three national settings strongly agreed that anyone can become a victim (item 13: England 63.6%, Greece 50.7%, Norway 58.2%) and also reported the need to help and understand victims (item 15: England 69.5%, Greece 77.6%, Norway 69.6%). It is interesting to note that the need to help victims was more strongly held than the need to help bullies, which is in line with the common finding that support for victims is prioritised over support for bullies (Lines, 2008; Olweus, 2014). Additionally, the majority of students in the three countries strongly agreed that victims need to be helped by a trusted adult (item 19: England 79.7%, Greece 61.4%, Norway 64.6%).
     Some students also took the view that victims need to become more assertive (item 10: England 5.9%, Greece 29.4%, Norway 37.2%). This may indicate a perception amongst some students that assertiveness, if and when it works, can empower potential victims to confront the bully. In contrast, we can also speculate that some students do not hold such a view as doing so could imply that a victim’s lack of assertiveness attaches some blame for the bullying to the victim.
     There is little doubt that within schools, the process of identifying a target for bullying can serve to create some type of in-group social cohesion for collective acts of bullying, and as such, victims might experience a sense of isolation and social exclusion when bullying occurs, as noted by Elamé (2013). In order for victims to be helped and understood, we need to recognise how being picked out as a target for bullying can induce a sense of powerlessness.

Bystanders
In recent years, much more attention has been paid to the role of the bystander in encouraging or inhibiting bullying. It is thus interesting to note here that many students view bystanders as partly to blame for bullying if they do not come to the aid of the victim (item 21: England 18.6%, Greece 67.3%, Norway 57.0% ).  In line with this, some students also reported that schools should encourage bystanders to intervene when bullying occurs (item 27: England 18.6%, Greece 58.5%, Norway 70.9%).  
     These two items (21 and 27), taken together, suggest that when schools consider how to promote an anti-bullying culture (item 24), the promotion of helpful bystander interventions on behalf of the victim is seen as important. The role of bystander, however, is complex. It involves, for example, existing relationships between bystanders in general, between bystanders and bullies, and between bystanders and victims. Out of this complex matrix, it is also necessary to consider how views on bystander responsibility and effectiveness might affect the decision to assist or not to assist a victim. 
     The potential influence of helpful bystander action is becoming better understood, and Salmivalli (2014) has argued that this has positive implications for intervention programmes which aim to encourage bystanders to act altruistically and collectively in coming to the defence of victims. Salmivalli argues that some bullies are motivated by their perception (true or not) that the act of bullying enhances the social standing of the bully among non-intervening bystanders; but if bystanders condemn the bully’s behaviour, such anticipated social reward is not forthcoming. One also has in mind here the morbid bystander, who takes an interest in witnessing the distress that a bully can exert, which bullies are often aware of and take delight in.  Discouraging students from behaving as morbid bystanders helps to disconfirm a bully’s sense that her or his status commands approving attention.
     Mylonakou-Keke (2015) argues that a lukewarm, occasional or generally inadequate reaction by bystanders to bullying incidents can accentuate the bully's behaviour. However, she argues that according to her research findings, a gradual shift can occur in the bystanders’ attitudes as a result of education and training. Specifically, such education and training can help those bystanders with a negative, indifferent or even sympathetic or compassionate attitude towards the victim (none of which address the  problem adequately), assume individual as well as collective  responsibility and take effective collaborative action against bullying incidents and antisocial behaviour, ultimately leading to actual  improvement and change.

School procedures
Many students in the three countries reported that schools need to have a procedure for dealing with cases of bullying (item 20: England 93.2%, Greece 93.4%, Norway 94.9%), bullying must be seen as an issue for all staff and pupils in the school (item 29: England 78.7%, Greece 76.1%, Norway 71.8%), and parents should be involved in dealing with such cases (item 17: England 55.9%, Greece 54.4%, Norway 84.8%). In addition, many students reported that bullying can be reduced by schools having a good social education programme (item 14: England 33.9%, Greece 76.5%, Norway 67.1%) and by creating a positive caring climate (item 24: England 39.0%, Greece 47.1%, Norway 54.4%), and that victims need to be helped by a trusted adult (item 19: England 79.7%, Greece 61.4%, Norway 64.6%). A particularly interesting finding is that many students think that schools should prioritise the prevention of bullying over how they deal with cases of bullying (item 23: England 21.2%, Greece 56.7%, Norway 25.3%). These findings may be interpreted as indicating that these students think that more attention needs to be given to anti-bullying strategies such as effective personal and social education and by creating a climate within schools which keeps bullying at bay. 
     Recognising that all staff in the school, together with pupils and parents, have a role to play raises a number of important issues, concerning how aware all school staff and others are about the nature of bullying and how the school attempts to deal with it. Encouraging all school staff and other significant adults to take appropriate action needs to be based on an awareness of the school’s policy and procedures. Olweus (2014) refers to this as the importance of programme fidelity – the need for all those who have a role to play in implementing school procedures and strategies to do so in a faithful and consistent manner, and in particular do not cherry pick parts of an intervention and modify or ignore other parts,
     Indeed, Mylonakou-Keke’s (2014, 2015) social pedagogic research programme has shown that all school staff - when viewed as part of a system and trained in cooperation with others (pupils, parents, representatives of the local community, policy makers), that is, when syneducated - are able to know what, how and when to do their part to prevent or deal with bullying. Her research has shown that school staff can do this very successfully and feel collective pride in playing a role in an anti-bullying network.

The social pedagogic perspective
Social pedagogues recognise that trusted and caring adults play an important role in developing a child’s prosocial behaviour (viz. helping others), working either face to face or with groups of pupils. The cut-off point of over 50 per cent strongly agreeing with the first ten social pedagogy items (items 9, 14, 15, 16, 17, 19, 24, 25, 27 and 29) and less than 10 per cent not strongly agreeing with the last two social pedagogy items (items 11 and 22), as described in the methodology, was used to indicate that a group adopted a social pedagogic perspective. Items 11, 15, 17, 19, 22 and 29 met this cut-off point in all three national groups. This cut-off point was chosen as being indicative of holding a social pedagogic perspective. 
     The English sample met it for seven of these twelve items, the Norwegians sample for nine of the items, and the Greek sample for eleven of the items. This suggests that a social pedagogic leaning is slightly more prevalent in Greece and Norway than in England. However, the interplay between items is clearly complex and there were also some items where within-group differences were evident.  
    It is noteworthy that in all three countries, many students thought that both bullies (item 16: England 50.8%, Greece 55.5%, Norway 48.1%) and victims (item 19: England 79.7%, Greece 61.4%, Norway 64.6%),) need to be helped by a trusted adult, and that bullying must be seen as an issue for all staff and pupils (item 29: England 78.7%, Greece 76.1%, Norway 71.8%). In addition, very few students in the different countries thought that helping bullies was a waste of time (item 22: England 0%, Greece 0.4%, Norway 0%) and that punishing bullies was the best way of dealing with bullying (item 11: England 0.8%, Greece 3.3%, Norway 6.3%).
     Taken as a whole, these responses indicate that in all three countries many of the students’ views align with a social pedagogic perspective. Nevertheless, there is a spread of views within each country regarding the twelve social pedagogy items. Differences between students on these items are in part a reflection of polarised views about how best to tackle bullying and the extent to which the students view the role of the teacher as pupil attainment focused rather than concerned with pupils’ personal and social development, as characterised by Winton and Tuters (2015). 

National differences
The strength of agreement for nine items was significantly different across the three countries (Chi Square, df = 2, p < 0.01). The Greek sample scored highest on seven of these items: ‘bullying is a major problem in schools’ (item 1: at 80.1%, 59.5 in Norway, 20.3% in England); ‘victims need advice on how to avoid being bullied’ (item 4: at 56.3%, 19.7% in England, 17.7% in Norway); ‘children become bullies because they have personal problems in their lives’ (item 5: at 34.2%, 7.6% in Norway, 2.5% in England); ‘bullying in schools is a reflection of behaviour in the wider society’ (item 8: at 41.9%, 17.9% in Norway, 9.4% in England); ‘bullies have a personality problem’ (item 12: at 35.3%, 8.9% in Norway, 0.8% in England); ‘bullies can be trusted to change with the right help’ (item 18: at 66.5% in Greece, 20.3% in England, 7.6% in Norway); and ‘schools need to prioritise how to prevent bullying more than how to deal with cases’ (item 23: at 56.7%, 25.3% in Norway, 21.2% in England). The Norwegian sample scored highest on two of these items: ‘schools should involve parents’ (item 17: at 84.4%, 55.9% in England, 54.4% in Greece) and ‘schools should encourage passive bystanders to intervene’ (item 27: at 70.9%, 58.5% in Greece, 18.6% in England). These nine items can usefully be considered in terms of the following five areas. 
     Firstly, with regard to bullying as a problem, students in Greece were more likely than students in England and Norway to believe that bullying is a major problem in schools (Greece 80.1%, Norway 59.5%, England 20.3%) and that bullying reflects behaviour patterns in the wider society (Greece 41.9%, Norway 17.9%, England 9.4%). One may tentatively speculate here that students in Greece may perceive a link between the financial strain that Greece has been experiencing for several years and bullying in schools. A hypothesis that an increase in financial strain in society may generate an increase in bullying in schools could usefully be explored.
     Secondly, with regard to bullies, students in Greece reported, to a greater extent than those in the other two countries, that bullies have personal problems in their lives (Greece 34.2%, Norway 7.6%, England 2.5%), have a personality problem (Greece 35.3%, Norway 8.9%, England 0.8%), and, can be trusted to change their behaviour with the right help (Greece 66.5%, England 20.3%, Norway 7.6%). The difference between students in Greece and Norway on whether bullies can be trusted to change their behaviour, is striking (66.5% and 7.6% respectively).  An exploration of the possible societal and cultural factors that influence the belief in a bully’s capacity to change their behaviour with the right help could well merit research attention. 
     Thirdly, with regard to victims, students in Greece, more than in the other two countries, reported that victims need advice on how to avoid being bullied (Greece 56.3%, England 19.7%, Norway 17.7%).  It is a challenge for researchers to try to explain this finding. This finding might reflect the greater reluctance amongst students in England and Norway to implicitly shift the blame for bullying away from the bully and on to the victim by highlighting a victim’s lack of capacity to avoid being bullied. One might argue that students in Greece are prepared to be more realistic and pragmatic about how to prevent bullying, and perhaps the students in Greece, being more consistent, as it seems, with a social pedagogic perspective, recognize that victims would benefit from appropriate advice and training on ways to discourage and avoid being bullied. This is in line with the social pedagogic view that the capabilities of victims should be strengthened so that they are better able to deal with the challenges they encounter in their lives.
    Fourthly, with regard to bystanders, the students in England strongly agreed to a much lower extent than students in both Greece and Norway that schools should encourage passive bystanders to intervene (England 18.6%, Greece 58.5%, Norway 70.9%). This is a striking difference of viewpoint across the three samples. It is not obvious why students in England view involving bystanders as a less promising measure relative to students in Greece and Norway. We may tentatively speculate that a more prevalent non-interventionist (non-interfering) socio-cultural stance regarding other people’s social behaviour may be more evident in society in England. In order to explore this train of thought, research might usefully be undertaken to consider the hypothesis that social norms regarding a non-intervention stance influences whether those who witness bullying in schools are likely to be passive bystanders. Mylonakou-Keke (2015) has argued that social pedagogy emphasizes the importance of the need for bystanders to take personal and collective responsibility to intervene to stop bullying. 
     Fifthly, with regard to school policies and procedures, students in Norway, more than in the other two countries, think that schools should involve parents in dealing with cases of bullying (Norway 84.4%, England 55.9%, Greece 54.4%). The high percentage of the students in Norway who strongly agreed with this statement (84.4%), is one of the most frequent strongly agree ratings of all 30 items in the questionnaire. In fact, only item 20, that schools should have a policy for handling bullying, received a higher percentage of strongly agree responses. In addition, more students in Greece than in the other two countries believe schools should prioritise prevention (Greece 56.7%, Norway 25.3%, England 21.2%). 




The findings reported in this study provide some indication of a consensus amongst university students in three national settings (England, Greece and Norway) regarding bullying in schools. In general, these findings indicate that many students studying in the area of the education, care and welfare of children hold views that align with a social pedagogic perspective. As such, these findings lend some support to the view that a social pedagogic approach could usefully feature in the pre-service education and training of teachers and child welfare pedagogues.  
     The role of the social pedagogue is not to judge the bully, but to document and handle bullying effectively and humanely. In this scenario, the bully also needs counselling, but not at the cost of hammering home the message that ‘In our school, we are kind to each other’. The carer can love the bully, but the bully is going to have to stop bullying because such behaviour violates the human rights of other children.
The role of the social pedagogue in dealing with bullying involves, firstly, creating positive experiences for all pupils involved in bullying (bullies, bystanders and victims) which reinforces their sense of personal worth in healthy ways; secondly, on developing and enhancing their social, emotional and communicative skills so that they can consistently adopt prosocial behaviour; and, thirdly, highlighting and encouraging models of positive behaviour.
     However, it is also evident that both within a country and between countries, there are differences of opinion. This is apparent when looking at a range of general statements concerning bullying in schools, as well as in relation to those statements which specifically explore whether the views of students align with a social pedagogic perspective. In further research, it would be useful to explore how well students’ values concerning children’s wellbeing, inclusion and social participation align with the values that underpin social pedagogy. 
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Table 1: Percentage of students who “strongly agreed” with each statement

Statements	England(N=118)	Greece(N=272)	Norway(N=79)
1. Bullying is a major problem in schools	20.3	80.1	59.5
2. Bullying is partly the victim’s fault	0	4.8	0
3. Bullying is a natural part of growing up	0	0	1.3
4. Victims need advice on how to avoid being bullied	19.7	56.3	17.7
5. Children become bullies because they have personal problems in their lives	2.5	34.2	7.6
6. Anyone can become a bully	39.8	36.8	35.9
7. You can only help a bully to stop bullying by dealing with their home circumstances	1.7	9.2	2.5
8. Bullying in schools is a reflection of  behaviour in the wider society	9.4	41.9	17.9
9. Bullies need help and understanding	20.3	57.3	48.1
10. Victims need to become more assertive	5.9	29.4	37.2
11. The best way to deal with bullying is to punish the bully	0.8	3.3	6.3
12. Bullies have a personality problem	0.8	35.3	8.9
13. Anyone can become a victim	63.6	50.7	58.2
14. Schools can reduce bullying by having a good social education programme	33.9	76.5	67.1
15. Victims need help and understanding	69.5	77.6	69.6
16. Bullies need to be helped by a trusted adult	50.8	55.5	48.1
17. Schools should involve parents in dealing with cases of bullying	55.9	54.4	84.8
18. Bullies can be trusted to change their behaviour with the right help	20.3	66.5	7.6
19. Victims need to be helped by a trusted adult	79.7	61.4	64.6
20. Schools need to have a procedure to deal with cases of bullying	93.2	93.4	94.9
21. Bystanders who do not come to the aid of the victim are partly to blame	18.6	67.3	57.0
22. Trying to help a bully to stop bullying is a futile waste of time	0	0.4	0
23. Schools need to prioritise how to prevent bullying more than how to deal with cases	21.2	56.7	25.3
24. Schools can reduce bullying by creating a positive caring climate in the school	39.0	47.1	54.4
25. Bullies would benefit from being mentored by a caring adult	24.6	54.0	45.6
26. Bullies at school will often become bullies as adults	10.2	21.3	3.8
27. Schools should encourage passive bystanders to intervene when bullying occurs	18.6	58.5	70.9
28. Schools generally prevent and deal with bullying adequately	2.5	1.8	9.0
29. Bullying must be seen an issue for all staff and pupils in the school	78.7	76.1	71.8
30. Bullies have often been victims themselves	16.1	7.0	13.9
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